Following recent calls for a more self-aware and historically-sensitive sociology this article reflects on the concept of deindustrialisation and industrial change in this spirit. Using E.P.
Introduction
Over fifty years ago social historian E.P. Thompson times of acute social disturbance, and we did not. Their aspirations were valid in terms of their own experience: and, if they were casualties of history, they remain, condemned in their own lives, as casualties (Thompson, 1963: 12) .
The importance T ay he both allows access to, and values, the social T has resonance with the process of industrialisation; however, in this article I want to ask 3 questions about what help it can offer us in understanding the contemporary process of deindustrialisation. Here I suggest that the historical moment that Thompson was concerned with, the experience of communities emerging into an industrial age, can be usefully compared and contrasted with contemporary researchers studying communities experiencing deindustrialisation. These two historically discrete epochs can be thought of as two bookends of what was an industrial era. The intention of the article is essentially conceptual and theoretical in drawing-out the similarities and obvious differences between these two moments. In the process I hope to throw new light on both the value of T , and indeed the value of that phrase itself. The purpose of the article I welcome call for a more historically informed sociology. As he puts it "
consciousness is largely moribund in mainstream British sociology today, posing acute questions about the intellectual solidarity of the discipline as it is currently organized and practiced (Inglis 2014, 101) . In particular Inglis highlights the tendency of contemporary risk ibid., 100). What this leads to, he suggests, is a set of ideas which, while seemingly emphasising historical awareness, in reality rely of crude overly simplified accounts of present society and the past.
This historical amnesia is in stark contrast to an older tradition in sociology which stressed the centrality of history as part of the sociological imagination (Mills 1959; see also Abrams 1982) . It seems to me that the only way to understand contemporary industrial loss is precisely through a historically informed sociology wherein a richer account of deindustrialisation recognises historically mediated structures, action and experience. When faced with the emergent values of laissez-faire capitalism and of liberal political economy they did so not as blank slates, but rather with a pre-existing system of morals and values of their own which were not simply swept away. We can note this resilience and T , in his essay on food riots where he argues persuasively that the popular raiding of grain stores and more general food riots followed a particular logic and rationality based on opposition to market ideology. As he notes:
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It is possible to detect in almost every eighteenth-century crowd action some legitimising notion. By the notion of legitimation I mean that the men and women in the crowd were informed by the belief that they were defending traditional rights or customs; and, in general, that they were supported by the wider consensus of the community (Thompson, 1991: 188) .
There was then, for Thompson, a traditional basis for action and reaction to the social and economic forms of the emerging capitalist order. This was action that was rooted in a moral economy albeit one being eclipsed, informed by what Raymond Williams might describe as a residual structure of feeling, which is explored more fully below.
T in The Making, and elsewhere, was that class as it emerged during that period had to be understood as a relationship rather than a thing. As he memorably put it:
Sociologists who have stopped the time machine and, with a good deal of conceptual huffing and puffing, have gone down to the engine room to look, tell us that nowhere at all have they been able to locate and classify a class. They can only find a multitude of people with different occupations, incomes, status-hierarchies, and the rest. Of course, they are right, since class is not this or that part of the machine, but the way the machine works once it is set in motion -not this or that interest, but the friction of interests -the movement itself, the heat, the thundering noise... (Thompson, 1965: 357) Class and culture then were recognisable in a variety of settings, each with their own distinctive features. But his stress was on the experience of this relationship. Figure 1 ).
Figure 1 Thompson on Industrial Change (About Here)
Thompson would object to this, I think, because it does violence precisely to a careful attentiveness to the lived experience of history the friction of interests -the movement , 1965: 357) . One aspect of that violence, or simplification, is the way the abstraction seals off history into a neat period hermetically distinct from that which comes before or after. The huge historiographic scholarship around 7 the industrial revolution shows this process was messy, complex and extended far beyond the classic era c1760-1830. As Samuel (1977) pointed out many years ago industrialisation varied enormously within and between industries, sectors and regions. So, by implication that imagined neat space in Figure 1 between pre-industrial and industrial society begins to look messy. Nonetheless, I think Figure 1 allows us to envisage the space in which this process is occurring, and its value will become more obvious below. images to use Jennings own phrase, which reflect the coming of the machine-age over two
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Pandaemonium is important in both form and content for this current article. The collection J sibility the juxtaposition of differing images that allow us to look anew upon the process and events of industrialisation. While interested in differing views of industrial transition his collection seeks to capture a poetic sensibility for that change. He described these passages as imaginative history. In explaining his method he wrote in the introduction to Pandaemonium: and minimised and exaggerated. Admitted. But he himself is part, was part of the period, even part of the event itself he was an actor, a spectator in it (Jennings, 1985: xxxv) .
What Jennings alerts us to is the sublime power of the forces unleased by industrial change, but, also how these changes were rendered into normal life. This is in itself a significant aspect of the processes Thompson was attempting to capture not simply the shock of the new and the eclipse of the old, but also the process by which the new was rendered intelligible, accepted, normalised and in turn acted upon.
Another instance of attention to the moment of industrialisation can be seen in Karl (2001/1944) classic The Great Transformation written at the end of WW2. were simply an add-on to a market. Importantly Polanyi was not suggesting that this 9 separation had occurred, but rather this was a trend against which various groups reacted to during the early and later stages of industrialisation. As Polanyi notes:
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Our thesis is that the idea of a self-adjusting market implied a stark utopia. Such an institution could not exist for any length of time without annihilating the human and natural substance of society; it would have physically destroyed man and transformed his surroundings into a wilderness (Polanyi, 2001 (Polanyi, [1944 : 3).
For Polanyi then a purely disembedded economy, one completely separated out from social institutions, was not possible, let alone desirable. Nonetheless the process of disembedding was disruptive and destructive of existing social relationships, mechanisms and structures.
However, this process was itself a stimulus for new forms of social relationships as society at various levels sought to control the worst excesses of market fundamentalism. What Polanyi describes in his wide-ranging account was the way this pressure creates new forms of social relations emerging out of previous ones. These new forms were adaptations but speak to older forms of morality and order. Like Thompson and Jennings, Polanyi was describing a social order in flux, attempting to make sense of a new economic order by drawing-on and adapting its own stock of pre-existing knowledge and experience.
Before moving on to discuss the issue of deindustrialisation I want to add one further element to our thinking about industrial change; the ideas of Raymond Williams, and in particular his idea of the structures of feeling. The most fully articulated explanation of By contrast a residual structure of feeling had been formed in the past but which was still very much alive in the present, still active in the cultural process. As Williams says:
Thus certain experiences, meanings, and values which cannot be expressed or substantially verified in terms of the dominant culture, are nevertheless lived and practiced on the basis of the residue cultural as well as social of some previous social and cultural institution or formation (Williams, 1977: 122) .
Williams goes on to suggest that this residual structure of feeling may have an alternative or even oppositional relationship to the dominant culture. We will return to the issue of emergent forms later in the articl T W the stress he places on these as living cultures not fixed; they are intelligible when they are articulated and explicit:
For they become social consciousness only when they are lived, actively, in real relationships, and moreover in relationships which are more than systematic exchanges between fixed units. Indeed just because all consciousness is social, its processes occur not only between but within the relationship and the related (Williams, 1977: 130) .
Williams drew the distinction between received and practical consciousness, or experience, where there was a tension between a dominant and residual structure of feeling which 
Conceptualising Deindustrialisation
It is now nearly four decades since what has come to be described as the modern process of deindustrialisation began. One of the most important early academic portrayals of this process was written by Bluestone and Harrison (1982) in their seminal The Deindustrialization of America, where they defined deindustrialisation as:
Controversial as it may be, the essential problem with the U.S. economy can be traced to the way capital in the forms of financial resources and of real plant and equipment has been diverted from productive investment in our basic national industries into unproductive speculation, mergers and acquisitions, and foreign investment (Bluestone and Harrison, 1982: 6) . While they made clear their purpose was not to dismiss the important testimonies from workers caught in the midst of plant shutdowns, they instead argued that:
shutdowns, the immediate politics of employment policy, the tales of victimization, or the swell of industrial nostalgia. Rather, our goal is to rethink the chronology, memory, spatial relations, culture and politics of what we have come to call 1-2).
These issues of chronology and history are an important ones for the study of deindustrialisation for in defining the term we are forced to confront its conceptual slipperiness; what do we mean by the phrase, when did deindustrialisation begin and how is it different from industrial change more widely? To take the issue of chronology first the classic era of deindustrialisation is taken to be the widespread shutdowns of basic heavy 15 industry in the USA and Europe from the mid to late-1970s. But as soon as that marker is placed we begin to see far earlier examples of this trend. In the UK we could see closures occurring in the mining industry in the 1960s, or earlier during the interwar depression as an era of widespread industrial loss (Linehan, 2003) . In the USA economic historians have identified these processes occurring from WW2, and before that during the Great antiquated before they can ossify (Marx and Engels, 1967: 83 ).
For Marx and Engels then, deindustrialisation was part and parcel of the earliest stages of modernity itself not something that would occur in the late twentieth-century.
Rethinking Deindustrialisation
I want to present here a model for rethinking deindustrialisation, drawing-on and synthesising a number of theories around the topic. First, and perhaps most important is derived not from sociology at all, but from the field of literary studies. Sherry Linkon has coined and developed the idea of what she has described as the half-life of deindustrialisation in her exploration of a variety of creative writing that emerges after industrial loss. As Linkon puts it:
People and communities are shaped by their histories by experience, by memory, and by the way the economic and social practices of the past frame the structures, ideas, and values that influence our lives long after those practices have ceased to be productive (Linkon, 2014: 1) .
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The past, she contends, remains both as a source of pride and pain and it is the tension between these that leads to a selective reworking of the past in the present. As she continues:
Thus, even as the active memory of industrial labor may fade, the landscape, social networks, local institutions, as well as attitudes and cultural practices bear the stamp of history (Ibid.)
Crucially this impact is felt both on those who directly experienced industrial culture, but also those subsequent generations who grew-up, or were born after mass closings. As
Linkon says, D Explaining:
Deindustrialization has a half-life, and like radioactive waste, its effects remain long after abandoned factory buildings have been torn down and workers have found new jobs. We see the half-life of deindustrialization not only in brownfields too polluted for new construction but also in long-term economic struggles, the slow, continuing decline of working-class communities, and internalized uncertainties as individuals try to adapt to economic and social changes. It is not yet clear how long it will take for the influence of deindustrialization to dissipate, but the half-life of deindustrialization clearly extends well into the twenty-first century (Linkon, 2014: 2).
T L , the half-life, lies in how it enables us to consider a range of social, cultural and political factors and determine how they continue to shape and structure the lives of individuals, families, communities and places long after the immediate event of 18 shutdown and closure. Conceptually the half-life allows us to think in more historically informed ways about these processes and their intergenerational, ongoing impact.
While this notion of the half-life of deindustrialisation was developed in the study of literature and other narrative writing the idea it encapsulates is echoed elsewhere in sociology and the social sciences in the writing on industrial change, or change more broadly considered. In her Ghostly Matters US sociologists Avery Gordon examines how the past comes to haunt the present, interestingly through the study of literary texts. The past constantly resurfaces, or bubbles-up, reminding us of something forgotten, or half remem A T represent and symptomize is no longer being contained or repressed or blocked from view (Gordon,2008: xvi) . The present then is haunted by spectres of the past, a past which continues to shape the present and the future. There are then a number of instances where writers from various disciplines have tried to theorise and conceptualise the contemporary era of deindustrialisation. What I want to do here is to add to this mixture by returning to Thompson, and the other theorists mentioned previously. As a starting point it is useful to think back to Figure 1 and imagine how we might visually express the period of deindustrialisation. This uncertainty about the nature of the times we inhabit is reflected in much of the
the precariat is perhaps the latest instance of what has been described as the end of work debate. In the sequel to his The Precariat Standing has recently published A Precariat
Charter (Standing 2011 (Standing , 2014 . If his first book was diagnostic then his second is a T E P T , allow us to place our current concerns within historical perspective. Thompson was under no illusions 22 that the industrial revolution was a profoundly disruptive period, and yet he also showed that this upheaval was understood and rendered intelligible by a share set of customs held in common. These cultures went on to have a residual presence, a half-life, in industrial society. Those ideas and customs were embedded in the lived lives of those Thompson studied. In just the same way we need to understand industrial change and how it is experienced through those who are living it now and in the future.
Conclusion
What I have done here is rethink deindustrialisation and how it is conceived of through both historical and contemporary writing about industrial change. In part this is as a response to recent calls for a return to a more historically grounded and aware sociology. In this spirit I began by drawing on the work of E. P. Thompson T capturing, or reconstructing the way the machine works once it is set in motion, the friction of interests -the movement itself, the heat, the thundering noise (Thompson, 1965: 357) . The contemporary notions of the half-life and of ruination also speak to similar instances of change being retarded, slowed and redirected by pre-existing industrial cultures. Such an understanding allows us to be less wedded to the language of breaks solid/ liquid; early/late modernity and more attentive to continuities and more subtle change.
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T rk comes alive again if we draw out those insights in the context of this later period of flux. We can identify many of those same processes that he recognised in his various manuscripts, documents and archives of the eighteenth-century mirrored in contemporary society. Using concepts like ruination and especially the half-life of deindustrialisation we can draw on these historical parallels more readily. What these concepts add to our understanding is the recognition of long-term effects of events beyond the simple act of company downsizing and layoffs. Using the notion of the half-life sensitizes us to the ongoing experience of industrial change and the lives it animates, whether it be a former industrial worker, or their children and possibly grandchildren. These subsequent generations may never have enjoyed the compensation of the industrial pay check but they do live with the legacies of those industries political, economic, educationally, culturally, socially and in terms of gender patterns. Recovering the collective and historic memory requires then struggling to identify the different forms that memory has adopted in time and space. Not just recovering and integrating in a work and production process the material vestiges, but also the T A M (Castillo, 2011: 7) .
One way to conceive of the project we as sociologists, anthropologists or social historians are engaged in is in terms of a social industrial archaeology, the seeking out of intangible aspects of culture rapidly being lost (see Smith et al. 2011) . We could then view the many different studies of deindustrialisation as a similar project to that of Jennings in his collection Pandaemonium. Jennings recognised the complexity of these processes and as a result we have to seek approaches and methods which allow us access to these complexities in our own time. His art captures fragments of identity and meaning, in the doing, the waiting, the listening, the rhythms of work and the sheer awe and terror of industrialisation.
He captures in minute fragments the richness of work and in the process an industrial structure of feeling. In the study of deindustrialisation we need to adopt a similar sensibility.
The final point to make here is to consider how useful deindustrialisation is as a descriptive or analytical term, and what in turn it can add to our understanding of industrialisation?
There have been a number of recent studies which deploy the term deindustrialisation in far more historic settings than is usually accepted in its modern usage. As noted above studies K (2013) date deindustrialisation back to the interwar period or late nineteenth-century, while Johnson (1995) 
